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CONSUIIPTION OF PORK, BACON, HA’, SAUSAGSS, 
LIVGaR AND POULTRY IN 
CI? HOUSSHOLDS 


by 
Charlotte I. Johnston and YW. @. Hopper 


wcape: ei study,= In a general study of the factors affecting the consumption 
of meat of various kinds information was obtaincd.on the purchase and use in 
city houscholds of pork, ce ast and Windsor bacon, han, ae cooked and 
canned meats and poultry. LA total of 2,060 houscholds in the citics of Saint 
John, Montreal, and Vancouver wore visited and information obtained by personal 
interviews with housewives. ; 

The study was made by the Economics Division of the Marketing Service 
of the Dominion Department of Agriculture in co-operation with Provincial De- 
partments of Agriculture in New | Brunswick, Quebec and British Columbia. 

In Saint John and Vancouver all sections of the city were visited 
and it is believed the. results obtained from an anelysis of tho einen 
questionnaires are representative of these cities, In Montreal about 80 per 
cent of the homes visited were those of French Canadians, As somewhat loss 
than 80 per cent of the population of that city is French-speaking the house~ 
holds visited in Ifontreal were more representative of the french-speaking 
population than of the city as a wholc, 


tf 


Questionriaircs on ment consumption were completed for 492 households 
in Saint John, 488 in lontreal and 1,080 in Vancouver, The approximate per 
capita income of the houscholds intervicwod in cach city were: Saint John 
8370: Montreal $2553; and Vancouver °34 The per capita income was calculatcd 
by dividing the houschold income by 1 number of persons in the houschold, 
for example » if there were 5 persons in the houschold and their combined in- 
fomes were (pay 000 a vear the per capita income for that houschold would be 
500, 

The average Size of the houschold in cach city was Saint John 4,6 
persons, Montreal 5.1 persons and Vancouver 6.9 persons, 

i) ) Othe separate reports in this series have been prepercd on (1) meats of 
all kinds (2) Laiab (and mutton) (3) beef and veal. 


~~ Acknowledgments. : - The authors wish to ace iby ta the assistance in the 
gathering of information from consumers of Miss Clara LeBlanc of the New 
Brunswick Department of Agriculture, ifr. P. Hi. ilarsot of the Sucbec Departient 
of Agriculture, Miss B. =. Shuart and Mr. G. P, Boucher of the Sconomics Di- 
vision. Acknowlcdgment is also made of ‘che assistance in the collection of 
information from city houscholds of the following: In Saint John, Jlisscs 
G W. Kincaid and M. &. iicDermott; in Montreal, !fisses ©, eae end liadecleine 
Menard; in Vancouver, Misses Marjoric Jagger, Grace ldurray, Betty Crawford and 
Frances Hay. 
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CONSU:PTTON OF PORK 


Consumption in Differcnt Citics.- The annual per capita consumption of 
fresh and salt | pork doos not include SNR or ham) in the three citics was 
Saint John 15.4, pounds; ilontreal 16.1 pounds; and Venccuver 8.3 pounds (+ apie Mie 


Table 1.- Annual Fer Capita Consumption of Pork cet Bob yeite to .Per Capi 
Income, saint Joh, Montreal, and Vancouver, 19d¢ 





Re. a me re ne RR ee mS 
ar a CL TC IE 


Por capita tf _ ~~£2ant Job | SRO Se US eiE CeO RAY iid 4 Le eeOU Oe 
income sNumber of :Per capita :Number of :Por capita :Number of :Per capita 
i Ra miadelaas  Dhongeholaetece wer eter hode: cholds: consumption: houscholds: consumption 
number pounds number “pounds “nunber pounds 

belzer 58 ho a | 60 | 123 89, 5.8 
Less than #300 171 15.6 236 16.3 547 8, 9 
" ry 
poOQ = pood 124 L715 150 LA ae 2 41.9 8.5 
dh Bao i 2 A 
3600 = 33809 75 14.0 45 tas 5 194, hae 
& B 5 , yt 

»900 or more 64 LORS cSt ie sie cP 2 eye Poe ae 
Total Ry a Oe 488 1,080 
Average _ : 15.4 16,1 | 8.5 
(i) Doc Docs not include bacon or ham. 


salt pork as well as fresh pork was included in the term pork but the proportion 
of salt pork was cxtremely small, ~The term pork, however, does not include 
bacon or ham. No adequate explanation can be offered for the fact that the per 
capita consumption of pork in Montreal was ncarly twice as large as it was in 
Vancouver while people in Saint John used about 50 per cent more than those in 
Vancouver. 


The rates of consumption of york in city households are very, much 

lower than the average per capita cons mption of pork for Canada as a whole, 
as reported by the Dominion Bureau of Statistics, According to the Canada Year 
Book the annual per capita consumption of pork in Canada ranges from 46 to 52 
DONA Ae but this includes fresh and salt pork as well as such pork products. as 

yacon, and ham and includes consumption in- rural as woll as in urban houscholds, 
The per capita consumption of fresh and salt pork, bacon and ham in the familics 
interviewed in this study in Saint John was 29.2 pounds, in Montreal 31.3 pounds 
and in Vancouver 17.4 pounds. It would appear, therefore, that the per capita 
consumption of cork products must be considtrably higher in rural households 
than in city houscholds, 


Relation to Income ‘and Nationality.- Consumption of pork was somewhat loss 
amongst the ¢ persons in families on ‘relief in all three c? thos than in other 
familics (table 1). Of the hovuscholds with incomes in Sa int John and Vancouver 


slightly less pork por person then those with sinller incomes, In Saint John 
and Miontrcoal it wae the faailics with per capita incomes of $300 to $599 a 

year that used tho ‘Larges t guentity of pork per person. In Vancouver the high- 
est por bapita consunmtion of pork was iim families with incomes of less than 
$500 a year per porson. ‘the differences in por capita consuaption for different 
incomes, however, were in no case particularly largo. 


those with the highest por comite inecnues, nemely, #900 a voar or morc, used 
- 3 v B ] 1 ve 3 


In Saint John people born in Newfoundlond and in Scotland ete move 
pork than people born in either England or Canads. but the number of faislics 
of Scotch and Newfoundland birch were possibly too sinll to provide simificant 
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comparisons (table 2), 


Canadians of British origin and Italian families had a somewhat 
higher per capita consumption of pork than the French-Canadian familics inter- 
viewed in Montreal end more than twice as high as the people of Huropean 


birthplace, 


The most striking difference in the consumption of pork between, 
fanilics.of different birthplace and racial origin grows in Vancouver was the 
high per capita consumption in the Italian, Chinese, end Japanese families as 
Busarca with the consumption in farilies of other netionalitics, The averace 
per capita consumption in these three groios was more than twice as large as 
the average for all nationalitics, 


. 


Number of Familics Using Pork,- In Saint John 78 por cent of the house- 
wives reported thet they purchased vork during the vear, Althouch the per 

capita FR oe of pork in liontreel. was much higher than in Saint John only 
o& per cent oi’ the housewives in Montreal reported buying any pork during the 
year, It is evident, therefore, that the families in Montroal which used pork 
ate more pork per Pergon, on the average, than familics using pork in Saint 
John, In Vancouver where the eo isumption or pork was the lowest, only 55 per 
cent of the houscholds used this kind of meat, 


When the houscholds were grouped according to classes v varying in per 
capita consumption by intervals of 5 pounds it was loarned that of the house-= 
holds in Saint John which used pork thore were more in the group with a per 
capita consumption of 1 to 5 pounds than in any other group (table 3). In 
58 per cent of the familics the consumption of pork was from 6 to 20 pounds 
but only 22 per cent uscd more then 20 pounds, 


While in Hontreal 42 per cent of the households used no pork a con- 
Siderable number of households used fairly large quantitics, Nearly on 
third of the households had a ver capita consumption of more than 20 pees 
during the year. 


In Vancouver about 45 per cent of the houscholds uscd no pork and 
of those that did, the largest concentration of familiios was in the grour 
using from 6 to 10 pounds per person annually. 


Seasonal Variation in Consumption.= Tn Saint John about 99 per cent of the 
houscholds in which pork was used purchased port: in the winter. In the fall, 
ao 


95 per cent bought pork, but in the spring the percentage buying pork fell 
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to 82 and in the summer to 48 (table 4). The seasonal differences in the 
use of prok wer’ particularly marked in the higher income familics. 


In Hiontreal pork was somewhat less in demand in summer than in 
other seasons. «bout 88 per cent of the houscholds using pork bought this 
kind of meat in summer, about 99 por cent bought it in winter, 93 por cent in 
eno spring and 95 perm cont in the fall, tiformation on scesonal consumption 
for pork was not obteincd in Vancouver. 


Can Pork Be Used Without Injury to the Health?- The question, "Do you con-= 
sider pork AOU ious?" was asked, in Sainé John and iiontreal, About 17 per 

cent of the 465 housewives in Saint John who answered this question said that 
in their opinion pork was injurious (table 5), An additional 4 per cent said 
they believed pork to be injurious under certain conditions such as in summer 
or when not well cooked, The opinion that pork was injurious was held by a 
larser proportion of the households in the higher income groups than in the 
lower income groups. -+ractically none of the housewives in families on re- 
lief believed that vork was injurious and only 14 per cent of those in fanilies 
with per capita incomes of less than 300 were of this opinion, but 50 per 
cent of those in families with per capita incomes of %€00 or more ver year 
stated they believed pork to be injurious. 


Table 3.- Percentave Distribution of Households According to Annual Per 
Capita Consumption of Porl: in Sach household, Saint John, Montreal 
and Vancouver, 1936 





Per capita : e Sa ime J john aS ; d ale “Vioutxeal, ee i) Vancouver or: 
consumption: Number of 3 ‘sWumber of : ‘Number of : 
A households sPercentage th useholds +1 AERIS NSS SANG Aa PC Es as tN ect age 
pounds number “9 nunber Os, number vA 
0 107 an, 7 205 42,0 4:85 44,9 
L = +9 91 18,5 10 2.0 LOO 2.5 
5 -= 10 74 15.0 Au. 2.0 200 18.5 
lees oH mS 62 Pans Oe Sav 103 o,5 
16 -= 20 ol 10, 4 Ov Tes 75 0.9 
al = Bp a5 5.0 a2 4.5 AG 4,8 
a3 = 80 ao 4,7 30 6.1 5O 4.8 
OL «= 65 15 Sel LS Sel 2 0.8 
50 = 40 LO 2.0 15 Oe l ig 0.7 
Al - 465 ¢ 14 15 oe 7 uy O.1 
46 = 50 2 O.4 12 ae2 rs 0.7 
51 = 655 % Q.6 7 14 0 0,0 
56 = GO 1. 0.8 15 aet 8 0.7 
rae i! ee eR SS a Oe 
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Totel 409 100, 0 £88 100,.0 1,080 
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In ‘iontreal 39 ver cent of the 488 housewives who answered the 
question thought, that pork was injurious to their health or to the health of 
their ee Sma In liontreal as well as in Saint John this opinion was held 
most stz (ie rshousewives tin the higher income families. In the highest in= 
come group - ontreal 53 per cent were of this” opinion, 
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Percentages of households using no fresh or salt pork 
(does not include smoked meat). 
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Percentage of housewives in St. John and Montreal stating that in their 
opinion pork is injurious to the health. 
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Table 5, Percentages in Each Per Capita Income Group Who Gave the Opinion 
that Pork was Injurious, Saint John and Montreal, 1936 
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: Saint John ; Montreal 
Per capita. : Number of : Fercentage : Number of : Percentage 
income eee stating: Pawo ane pork to: ie preuones stating pork to 
opinion : be injurious opinion 3 be injurious 
number % number i) 
Relief 58 2 60 28 
Less than $300 166 14 236 38 
$500: $500 aaa 8 150 42 
$600 ~ $899 75 25 43 46 
$900 or more 64 30 19 2 tof) 
To 485 488 
Gs 0 Se es xf = 
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CONSUMPTION OF BACON 


Consumption in Different Cities.=- The annual per capita consumption of 
breakfast bacon as reported by the housewives of representative families inter~- 
viewed in the three cities was, Saint John 7.8 pounds, Montreal 3.2 pounds, 
and Vancouver 4.5 pounds (table 6), Windsor bacon was used in smaller quanti- 
ties than breakfast bacon in all three cities, the annual per capita consump- 
tion being: Saint John 3,35 pounds; Montreal 2,2 pounds; and Vancouver 5.4 
pounds. The annual per capita consumption for all bacon, was, therefore: 
Saint John 11.1 pounds; liontreal 5.4 pounds; and Vancouver 7.9 pounds, It has 
been pointed out above that the average consumption of fresh (and salt) pork 
in Montreal was higher than in other cities but persons in Montreal ate 
considerably less bacon than persons in the other cities. 


Relation to Income and Nationality.= In almost all the income groups in the 
three cities breakfast bacon was more popular than Windsor bacon, There was 
a fairly close .relationship between income and bacon consumption in all three 
cities (table 6), Families on relief used considerably less bacon than fami- 
lies with incomes, Families with per capita incomes of less than $300 a year 
ate more bacon than those on relief but less bacon than those with higher 
incomes, but the differences in the quantities of bacon used per person in 
the groups with incomes above $300 a year were less marked as the incomes rose, 


It would appear that when wages and salaries and the “volume of 
employment rise consumption of bacon will increase. 


Birthplace and racial origin had very little effect on the average 
quantity of bacon consumed in Saint John (table 7). The smallest per capita 
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consumption of all bacon was amongst French-Canadians but those households 
also had the lowest per capita incomes, 


Table 7,= Annual Per Capita Poneman aon of Breakfast, Windsor and All Bacon 
according to Sirthplace and Racial Origin of the Chief Wage Earner, 
Saint John, 1936 

















‘Number of : Approximate g Fer caoita consumotion _ 

















Birthplace ‘Racial origin:ho: oie aaa annual per :Srealtast: Windsor: ALL “bacon 
ro. : Be Oe hess 
nuraber 5 pounds pounds pounds 
Canada British oro 590 ae ie ee 
-Canada French 26 185 Pore, Oy L o0) 
Canada - 4.33 330 ets 5.4 tsa wag & 
England - 27 o7O. One 4,3 9.3 
Scotland - cui DEO - i pyc: an Dou 
Re A ee oe ee OME. es See 
Total 499 (1) 
Average 570 ees! ees Bee 1 


——- ER ee ee ee earner eee ee ek 2S A Nee ee ee a nr LL ER te RR ee ee 


Sree a cd 
1) Not the sum of the above numbers 


In ilontreal Canadians of British origin used much larger amounts of 
bacon than those in other birthplace and racial: a groups but they also 
had the hizhest incomes (table 8), 


Table 8,— Annual Per Capita Consumption of Breakfast, Windsor and All Bacon 
According to Birthplace and Racial Origin of the Chier Wage Harner, 
Montreal, 1936 














| : :Number of : Approximate : Per capita consumption _. 
Birthplace :Racial origin:houscholds: annual per :Breakfast:Vindsor:All bacon 
Groupe es ag eaelte Enoemgt 
number Gp pounds pounds pounds 
, Canada British oA 410 8.7 2,6 11.5 
Canada French 595 24: a8 Jed 5,0 
Italian 10 230 560 5e4 Sy'7 


Europe (other 
than North 





Western) ) tee 235 5.0 st 4,5 
Total | 4ga(1) 
Average ‘te, __ 255 be dine Bo wy Sad 54 











(1) Not the sum of the above numbers, 
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In Vancouver as in the other two cities the income of the households 
appeared to be more important than nationality in determining the quantity of 
bacon used (table 9). Generally speaking, birthplace and racial origin groups 
having the highest per capita consumption of bacon were those with the highest 
incomes, 


Table 9,=—- Annual Per Capita Consumption of Breakfast, Windsor and All Bacon 
According to Birthplace and Racial Origin of the Chief Wage Earner, 
Vancouver, 1936 
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sNumber of : Approximate : Fer car capita consur consumption _ 
Birthplace Sone origin:households: annual per deka ack Windsor $ Sao bacon 














ved ee a : scapita income: _ ie 
7 number oy pounds — pounds pounds 
Canada British 275 410 4,6 5.6 8.2 
Canada Teutonic 16 4.70 6.4 4,8 bales 
Canada ~ 599 590 4.7. 3.5 8.2 
England ~ 285 520 4,9 4,1 270 
Scotland ~ 156 550 4.,2 4,2 8,4 
Treland - 46 550 4,8 5.8 8,6 
United States Teutonic as 315 5.4 Lee, Ted 
United States - 48 550 yeas 3.0 10. 5 
Europe (North ' 
Western) - 27 250 4,4 2.0 o,7 
Zurope (Other 
than North 
Western) - 40 220 al, ey 4,3 
hina ~ 42 Rie a, 2.6 yd O09 
Japan - 4.3 200 5,6 2.4 6.2 
Italian 10 275 bed 1,9 Del 
Russian and 
Ukrainian LO 180 Raat 4 1.8 2.8 
Total 1,080) 
Average | 540 4,9 Oo ia 2 


Not the sum of the above numbers, 


| Distribution of Households A According to Quantity of Bacon Used.-= Approximately 
27 per cent of the families in Saint John used no breakfast bacon but in Montreal 
68 per cent and in Vancouver 47 per cent used no breakfast bacon during the year 
(table 10), These figures indicate that the low average per capita consumption 
of breakfast bacon in Montreal was due to the large number of families not using 
any breakfast bacon, The smaller per capita consumption of breakfast bacon in 
Vancouver compared with Saint John was due to the smaller number of families in 
Vancouver using breakfast bacon, These figures also indicate the possibilities 
for expansion of bacon consumption amongst city households in Canada, 
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Percentage of households in which no windsor or breakfast bacon was used. 
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Table 10,- Percentage Distribution of Households by Animal Per Capita Consumption 
of Breakfast. Bacon in Zach Houschold, Suint John, 
Montreal and Vancouver, 1958, 


Ber cavita : Saint Joon... Montueal . _!._ Vancouver 
consuaption tuber of 2 ‘Murer of + ~sNumber of : oe ae 
Pee VT 24 ty OWS seholdsirercentare Jhouseholds! Pencentiage » thouseholds: Percentage _ 
pounds number Os number ' % number o 
{) im D Bba6 O52 68,0 508 46 6 
-~ 2 AO Bel Ld 2,9 48° 4., 4 
Za 4A 4:6 9, 4 13 o.7 GO 8,3 
5b D4 teks a 4.3 UUs, whe 
T- 8 AS 9.4 20 4,1 Vida, yon 
9 10 a4 4,9 22 4,5 ‘66 67h 
ll = 12 43 Balt 23 4,7 52 4,8 
13 = 14 6 135 6 SEN 43 4,4 
15° = 16 28 | 10 ee 15 hes 
17 - 18 15 ‘el e) ns 0.2 18 tel 
19 ~ 20 3 Leo i) 0,6 4. 0,4 
2L = 22 4 0,8 3 0.5 6 0,5 
25 ~ 24 sae) 5.9 5) 10 16 1,9 
25 or more Oe Mae re aie ee eee ne Pw 
eral B. Oe ag A00,0 | a 438 100, 1,060 100, 0 


Tn Saint John of the 75 per cent of the households which used breakfast 
bacon sb 18 per cent had an amnual per capita consumption of less than 6 
pounds, about 25 per cent used from 5 to 10 pounds per yerson and about 31 per 
cent used more than 10 pounds per person annually. 


tn Montreal of the 22 per cent of the families who uscd breakfast 
bacon only about 15 per cent had an annual per capita consumption of more than 
10 pounds. 


Tn Vancouver of the households who used breakfast bacon about 15 pe 
cent were in the groups with an annual per capita consumption of less than 5 
pounds, 24 per cent of the families used 5 to 10 pounds per person and abous 17 
per cent used more than 10 9ouncs ver person during the year. 


Tn all three cities more than one=half the housewives used no Winflsor 
bacon (table 11), The actual percentages using no ‘!incsor bacon in cach city 
were: Saint Tohn 52; Montreal 76; and Vancouver °7, 


i betes that Canafle, has » reputation for the phodneti or of high 
class ba con it nay be rathor surprising that such a small proportion of city 
families in Setade use this kind of meat. 


Only a20ut 8 per cent of the families in Saint Sohn and Hontreal 
and about 13 per cent of the families in Vancouver used more than 10 pounds 
of Windsor bacon per porson during the year, 


a 


pe ey 


While in Saint John 73 per cent of the families used breakfast bacon 
but only 48 per cent used Windsor bacon, bacon of some kind was used in 89 
par cent of the households interviewed, Alvhough only 52 per cent of the house= 
holds visited in Montreal used breakfast bacon and only 24 per cent used Windsor 
bacon, bacon of some kind was used in 51 per cent of the households interviewed. 
In Vancouver only 53 per cent of the households used breakfast bacon and only 
43 per cent used Windsor bacon but 80 per cent of the households interviewed 
used bacon of some kind, 


Table 1l.— Percentage Distribution of Houscholds by Annual Per Capita Consumption 
of Windsor Bacon in Each Household, Saint John, Montreal and » 
Vancouver, 1956 
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Fer capita aq. Saint John : Montreal : Vancouver 
consumption :Number of : :Number of ; :Number of 3: 
shouseholds:Percentage shouseholds:Percentage shouseholds: Percentage 
pounds number i number % 
0 207 52.0 372 76,2 615 57 <0 
l= 2 68 1Lo.3 cet 2.0 49 4,5 
5- 4 45 9,2 16 o.0 80 7,4 
5 =- 6 37 ASS, 22 4,5 O4 Se 
7=-— 8 oa CTS 19 PE 52 4,8 
9-10 13 Atk 7 1,4 44 4,1 
x a 10 2.0 ve Jigga OL 4,7 
13 - 14 4 Oe 2 0,4 29 oe 
15 = 16 5 0.6 6 2.8 23 Zed. 
17 - 18 6 Leo 3 0.6 13 digi’ 
19 = 20 hs 0,2 } 0.6 2 QO.2 
a1 = 22 1 0.2 2 0,4 2 Q.2 
25 = 2 7 1.4 cme 2,0 8 0.7 
25 or more 8 Les 7 1.4 18 Lit 
Total 4.92 LOO, O 488 LOO, 1,080 100, O 


These figures indicate a definite preference for one or the other 
type of bacon in most of the homes in Saint John and Vancouver, In about 65 
per cent of the households where bacon of some kind was used in Saint John 
breakfast bacon was consumed in larger amounts than Windsor bacon, in 24 per 
cent of the households Windsor bacon was used.in largest quantity and in 11 
per cent equal amounts of each kind were used (table 12), In the Montreal 
households which used bacon of some kind 57 per cent used more breakfast bacon 
and 39 per cent used more Windsor bacon, In Vancouver households using bacon 
of some kind 47 per cent purchased more breakfast bacon and 34 per cent more 
Windsor bacon, 


Frequency of Purchase and Use.= In Saint John about one-third of the house~= 
holds purchased breakfast bacon and 14 per cent purchased Windsor bacon at 
least once a week (table 13), In Montreal about 15 per cent bought breakfast 
bacon and about 14 per cent bought Windsor bacon at least once a week, . In 
both cities households with incomes purchased bacon much more frequently than 
households on relief, 


-~ 13 = 


Table 12,= Percentage of' Houscholds Using host Breakfast Bacon and Percentage 
Using Most ‘lindsor Bacon in Saint John, Montzcal and 
Vancouver, 1O3¢ 
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:Numbcr of house- :Porcont tage using: Percent age using ‘apes ee 
City  sholds using bacon: most breakfast ; most ‘Vindsor : equal amow 





et ee a ee pede of cach\! 
munber Oa 7 O 
Saint John 4.38 64,6 24, 4 a. 0 


liontreal 249 BG, 6 03.6 4,8 


Vancouver 862 47,5 35.9 Gey 
(1 ie Tn Saint John @ % per ‘cent of the households used a type of bacon called 
"round" and in Vancouver 2,1 per cent of the households used a type of 
becon called "Chinese 


Use of Bacon at Meals Other than_ ine alet as es - Bacon was used for breakfast 
more frequently than at any ‘other meal, In Saint John and Vancouver bacon was 
served at dinner on the avcrage about once every second month and in Montreal 
once every month in each of the four seasons. The hicher income families used 
bacon a little more frequently at dinner in Montreal and Vancouver than the 
lower income families, Bacon was served at lunch or supper about once every 
second month in all three cities. 


Table 13.= Percentages of the Houscholds in Each Per’ ea Income Group =uying 
Breakfast and Windsor acon ae delenit hae saint John and 
Montreal, 1956 











to we en ee En ont 
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_. tBreakfast: Windsor + __ Be Ae eee 
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Relicf 58 12 4, 60 5 8 
Less than $300 Led Sl 1S 236 16 15 
$500 = 3599 124 40 16 130 15 14. 
600 = #899 75 4.0 eo AS 14 16 
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Total 4.92 488 


Average 30 A 15 14 
(1) At least once a week, 
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Seasonal Variation in the Use of Bacon,=- There was little seasonal difference 
in the consumption of bacon for breakfast (table 14). On the average in Saint 
John and Vancouver bacon was used about twice each week for breakfast, and in 
Montreal about twice each month in all seasons. In Saint John and Vancouver 
bacon was used slightly less often for breakfast in summer than in other seasons, 
City families in the higher income groups used bacon more often for breakfast 
than those in the lower income groups, 


Preference for Lean, Fat or Medium Bacon.- In the three cities the question 
was asked, "Do you like lean, fat or medium bacon?" The answer given in practi- 
cally all cases was the personal preference of the housewife. In Saint John 58 
per cent of all the housewives who answered the question said they preferred 
lean bacon, 8 per cent fat bacon and 21 per cent medium (mixed fat and lean) 
bacon (table +5). 


Table 15,=- Percentage of Persons Stating Preference for Lean, Fat and Medium 
Bacon, in Hach Per Capita Income Group, Saint John, 1936 
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A considerably larger proportion of the housewives of the lower than of the 

, higher income households liked lean bacon and the reverse was true for medium 
bacon, Ten per cent of all the housewives said they liked both lean and fat 

bacon, : 


In Montreal the answers by the housewives to the question were some- 
what similar to those received in Saint John except that a somewhat larger 
percentage liked fat bacon and a smaller percentage liked medium bacon but 
there was no apparent relationship between their likes and dislikes and the 
incomes of their households (table 16). 


The most striking difference between the answers made by housewives 
to the question on their preference for lean, fat and medium bacon in Vancouver 
and those given by housewives in Saint John and Montreal was that, 51 per cent 
of those in Vancouver preferred medium bacon while only 31 per cent liked lean 
bacon (table 17). The percentage preferring one or the other kind of bacon was 
almost uniform for the various income groups. 


Table 16,-— Percentage of Persons in Each Per Capita Income Group Stating 
Preference for Lean, Fat and Medium Bacon, Montreal, 1936 
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Table 17,- Percentage of Persons in Hach Per Capita Income Group Stating 
Preference for Lean, Fat and Medium Bacon, Vancouver, 1936 
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Why More Bacon Was Not Purchased.= In Saint John 251 persons answered the 
question "Why do you not buy more breakfast bacon?" The answer given most 
often was that it was disliked because it was too fat, or because of other 
characteristics (table 18). This answer was given on almost half of the house- 
wives. representing the higher income families. The cost of breakfast bacon was 
the principal reason advanced by persons on relief oe by housewives in families 
with annual per capita incomes below $300 a year, for not using more breakfast bacor, 
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Upper - Percentage of households preferring lean, fat, medium or 
both lean and fat bacon. 

Left - Annual consumption of ham per person according to per 
capita income. 

Right - Annual consumption of poultry per person according to per 
capvita income. 
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About one-fifth of the families with incomes said they used all they required. 
On the average for all income groups about 22 per cent said they preferred 
Windsor bacon to breakfast bacon. 


The cost of Windsor bacon stood out as the most important reason why 
a larger quantity of this type of bacon was not used in Saint John. This 
reason was, of course, particularly important amongst the lower income families, 
About 20 per cent of oll the housewives interviewed in Saint John said they and 
their families preferred breakfast bacon to Windsor bacon and 18 per cent said 
they disliked Windsor bacon. The dislike for Windsor bacon was given as a 
reason for not using more by 57 per cent of the housewives in the highest in- 
come group, namely those with per capita incomes of $900 a year or more, and 
the percentages declined fairly regularly with declining incomes until for the 
group of families on relief only 5 per cent said they disliked Windsor bacon. 
Tt must be remembered that families on relief did not have the opportunity of 
using as wide a variety of foods as families with incomes and therefore had 
fewer likes and dislikes. Certain other less important reasons for not using 
more bacon of either kind which are not mentioned in the table were given by 
housewives but the one most frequently mentioned was thet only light break- 
fasts were served. 


Dislike for breakfast bacon because of fatness or other characteris- 
tics was given by 38 per cent of the housewives in Montreal as the reason for 
not using more breakfast bacon (table 19). Twenty-eight per cent of the house- 
wives said they purchased all the breakfast bacon they required. As in Saint 
John, the cost of bacon was by far the most important reason why the lower 
4ncome households used so little bacon. Only % per cent said they preferred 
the Windsor bacon to breakfast bacon and 19 per cent made a particular point 
of the fact that breakfast bacon was too fat. 


Me cost of Windsor bacon was the most important factor preventing 
housewives in Montreel as well as in Saint John from buying more of this kind 
of bacon according to the answers given to the question on this subject. ven 
in the highest income group 20 per cent of the housewives gaid that the cost 
of bacon limited their purchases, The percentages were higher for the lower 
sncome families. Twenty-two per cent of all the housewives in Montreal said 
they disliked Windsor bacon. 


According to the housewives intervicwed in Vancouver sufficicnt 
breakfast bacon was used in 36 per cent of the houscholds and sufficient Windsor 
bacon in 28 per cent of the households (table 90) Housewives in 20 per cent 
of the households said they did not buy more broalfast bacon because they pre- 
ferred Windsor bacon and housewives in 52 per cent of the households said they 
did not buy more Windsor bacon because they preferred breakfast bacon, Amongst 
the lower income families the cost of both breakfast and Windsor Daccn was an 
important factor limiting their purchascs. Housewives in 17 per cent of the 
families in Vancouver said they disliked breakfast bacon including 6 per cent 
who said they did not buy more because breakfast bacon was too fat. Dislike 
of Windsor bacon was given as the reason for not buying more of this type of 
bacon by Vancouver housewives representing 1“ per cent of the familics. 
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CONSUMPTION OF HAM 


The annual per capita consumption of hem was 4.7 pounds in Saint 
John, 9.8 pounds in Montreal and 1.2% pounds in Vancouver households (table ous, 


Table 21.—< Annual Por Capita Consumption of Ham According to Per Capita Income 
in Saint John, Montreal and Vancouver, 1936 
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The principal reason for the low per capita consumption in Vancouver was that 
82 per cent of the households which were visited used no ham during the year 
as compared with 42 per cent using no ham in Saint John and 41 per cent in 
Montreel. 


Consumption of ham was closely related to per capita income in all 
three cities (table 21). Families on relief in Saint John used on the average 
only 1.3 pounds of ham per person during the year. The quantity used rose 
steadily to 9,5 pounds per person per year in the highest income group of 
households. In Montreal the consumption per person in the relief families was 
4.3 pounds end it was approximately 15 pounds in the highest income group of 
families, and 16 pounds in the second highest income group, In Vancouver the 
per capita consumption in all households was quite small, ‘The. relief families 
used practically no ham and only 2.6 pounds were consumed per person in the 
highest income families. 


When the Saint John households using ham were arranged according to 
per capita consumption it was shown that about 75 per cent had a per capita 
consumption of less than 7 pounds annually (table 92). In only 17 per cent 
of the houscholds was the per copita consumption more than 10 pounds during 
the year. 


In contrast to Saint John, although approximately the same percentage 
of the households did not use any ham, almost 40 per cent of the Montreal fami- 
lies had a per capita consumption of more than 10 pounds annually. It follows, 
therefore, that families in Montreal who ate ham used on the average larger 
quantities per person than familics using ham in Saint John, 


Table 22.- Percentage Distribution of Households According to Annual Per Capita 
Consumption of Ham in Each Houschold, Saint John, Montreal and 
Vancouver, 19356 
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Per capita : Saint John ante Montreal : Vancouver 












consumption :Number of : ‘Number of $ :Number=of) 
shouscholds;: BAGS U2 2a Lae SE Percentage :households: ne 
pounds number: op _ number number % 
0 205 41.7 200 41,0 886 82,0 
l= 2 61 12.4 0 1,9 357 364 
3- 4 58 11,8 20 4.1 47 4,4 
5 = 6 45 9,2 20 4,1 35 5.2 
= 8 26 5.0 a7 O-0 a2 2.0 
9 = 10 13 2,7 19 PS] 21 1.9 
ll = 12 29 5.9 a7 5.9 15 1.4 
13 = 14 8 1.6 18 ie 7 3 Uo 
15 = 16 3 1,4 28 De 7 5 0.5 
bby ata 2 12 2.4 22 4,5 2 0.2 
19 = 20 us 1,4 15 iia 3 0,3 
21 = 22 5 0.6 8 deg 8) 0 0.0 
25 = 24 6 diet 22 4,5 2 0.2 
25 = 26 0 0,0 1 0.2 0 0,0 
27 = 28 5 0.6 2 pe 0 0.0 
29 = 50 2 0,4 12 2.0 0 0.0 
351 or more fs 1.4 OO Lee 2 0,2 
Total 492 1000) 488 100, O 1,080 ora) 
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Only 18 per cent of the families in Vancouver used any ham. Of these 
ll per cent had a per capita consumption of less than 7 pounds annually. Un= 
fortunately no attempt was made to learn why the consumption of ham was so 
much lower in Vancouver than in Saint John and Montreal. — 


Analysis of the information obtained from housewives on consumption 
of ham according to the income of the chief wage earner and according to the 
nationality of the head of the household failed to show any significant re- 
lationships apart from income between consumption of ham and these two factors, 


CONSUMPTION OF SAUSAGES 


The annual per capita consumption of sausages in the households 
visited in Saint John and Vancouver was 4,8 pounds and in Montreal 8.2 pounds 
(table 23), There would appear to be no close relationship between income 
and consumption of sausages in any of the three cities, In Saint John and 
Vancouver the families on relief had a slightly smaller per capita consumption 
of sausages than families on incomes and the largest per capita consumption 
was in the households of the highest income group. In Montreal it was the | 
families on relief that had the highest per capita consumption of sausages and 
the lowcst consumption per person in the highest income group of households. 


= RS 


Table 23.- Annual Per Capita Consumption of Sausages According to Per Capita 
Income in Saint John, Montreal and Vancouver, 1956 
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In Saint John approximately 23 per cent of the families interviewed 
bought no sausages (table 24), In Montreal about 57 per cent and in Vancouver 
28 per cent of the households did not buy any sausages. 


Table 24.- Percentage Distribution of Households According to Annual Per Capita 
Consumption of Sausages in Each Household, Saint John, Montreal and 
Vancouver, 1936 
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In both Saint John and Vancouver the largest proportion of the families 
using sausages were concentrated in the groups which had a per capita consump- 
tion of less than 7 pounds annually. About 15 per cent of the houscholds in 


Saint John and about 16 per cent of those in Vancouver had a per capita 
consumption of more than 10 pounds, In Montreal a fairly large proportion 
of families had a relatively high consumption of sausages compared with fami- 


lies in the other two citics. Nearly 35 per cent used more than 10 pounds 
per person during the year. 


CONSUMPTION OF LIVER AND OTHER GLANDULAR MEATS 


The amvial per capita consumption of liver, heart and other glandular 
organs infithe hocuscholis interviewed in the three cities was: Saint John 3.7 


ounds; Moitreal 2.4 pounds; and Vancouver 3,0 pounds (table 25), 
1S ) ; 


Table 25.- Annual Per Capita Consumption of Liver, Heart and Other Glandular 
Meats According to Per Capita Income in Saint John, Montreal and 


Vancouver, 1956 
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In all three cities persons in families on relief used the smallest quantity 

In Montreal the consumption of these glandular meats was related to income, 

the highest income households using 8.1 pounds per person and the families on 
relief only 1.35 pounds per person. There was no particular relationship between 
the income of the households and the consumption of liver, heart, etc., in the 
other two cities. 


Liver, heart and other organs, were eaten during the year in 62 per 
cent of the households in Saint John, 49 per cent of the households in Van- 
couver, but in only 26 per cent of the households in Montreal. 


CONSUMPTION OF COOKED AND CANNED MEATS 


The annual per capita consumption of meats purchased by the house- 
wife in a cooked form was Saint John 1.5 pounds, Montreal 1.1. pounds, and 
Vancouver 0.9 of a pound. About 53 per cent of the households in Saint John, 
23 per cent in Vancouver, and about 14 per cent in Montreal used meat which 
was purchased in cooked form. 
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The annual per capita consumption of canned meats was 1.5 pounds in 
Saint John, 0.2 of a pound in Montreal, and 0,9 of a pound in Vancouver. About 
40 per cent of the households in Saint John, ahout 15 per cent in Vancouver but 
only about 32 per cent in Montreal used canned meat during the year, 


CONSUMPTION OF POULTRY 


The annual per capita consumption of poultry of all kinds in the 
households interviewed in Saint John was 11.9 pounds, in Montreal 10.4 pounds 
and in Vancouver 7.3. pounds (table 26), As would be expected, the income of 
the households was closely related to the amount of poultry eaten. Persons in 
families on relief ate very small quantities of poultry. In Saint John persons 
in families on relicf consumed only 0.9 of a pound, in Vancouver only 0.6 of a 
pound and in Montreal 1.3 pounds amually. Consumption per person rose steadily 
with rising incomes until in the highest income group of families it was 31.2 
pounds in Saint John, 24.3 pounds in Montreal and 20,1 pounds in Vancouver. 


Table 26,- Arnual Per Capita Consumption of Poultry According to Per Capita 
Income in Saint John, Montreal and Vancouver, 1936 
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When the information obtained on poultry consumed was analyzed to see 
what effect the occupetion of the chief wage earmer had on the per capita con- 
sumption it was learmedé that generally speaking families with wage earners in 
occupations having reletively high incomes used more poultry than those with 
wage carners in lower paid occupations. 


While in most cases the income of AS household was also more inm- 
portant than the naticnality of the head of tl family in determining the amount 
of poultry purchased end used, the Jewish, Thalien and Japanese families were 
exceptions as they usec somewhat larger quantities of poultry than families of 
other nationalitics with the same or higher incomes. 
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"Nearly 86 per cent of the houscholds visited in Saint John, 70 
per cent in Vancouver but only about 59 per cent in Montreal used poultry of | 
some kind during the year (table ya In Saint John and Montreal approximately 
57 pex cent and in Vancouver about 77 per cent of the familics had a per capita 
consumption of poultry of 10 pounds or less. 


Table 27.- Percentage Distribution of Houscholds According to Annual Per Capita 
Consumption of Poultry sn Hach Household, Saint John, Montreal and 
Vancouver, 1956 
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SUMMARY 
Consumption of Pork 


The annnial vor capita consumption of pork (fresh md salt but not smoked) 
in Saint John was 13.4 pounds, in Montreal 16:1 eon tari and in Vancouver 
6,3 pounds. 


In Saint John and Vancouver the lowest per capita consumption of pork 
amongst the hcuseholds on incomes wes in the households with the highest 
per capita income. Familics on low incomes used, on the average, about the 
same quantity of pork as families on medium incomes in the same cities. 


The, only outstanding differences in pork consumption between families headed 
by persons of different nationalities were in the case of the Italian, Chinese 
and Japancse families in Vancouver in which the per capita consumption of 
pork was considerably higher than in the families of any other nationalities. 


Pork was purchased for the use of 78 per cent of the houscholds visited in 
Saint John, 58 per cent in Montreal and 55 per cent in Vancouver, Families 
in Montreal which used pork ate, on the average, more pork per person than 
families in Saint John or Vancouver, 


Seventeen per cent of the housewives who were intervicwed in Saint John said 
they believed pork was injurious to their health and in Montreal 39 per cent 
expressed Similar views, This opinion was held by a larger proportion of 
the housewives in the higher than in the lower income familics. 


Consumption of Bacon 


The annual nee capita consumption of breakfast bacon was 7.6 pounds in 
Saint John, 3.2 pounds in Montreal and 4.5 pounds in Vancouver. Windsor 
bacon was used in smaller quantities than breakfast bacon in all three 
cities, the annual per capita consumption being &.4 pounds in Saint John, 
2.2 pounds in Montreal and 3,4 pounds in Vancouver, 


There was a close relationship between income and bacon consumption in all 
ia) 


three cities. Familics on relief used very small quentitics compared with 
the consumption in the higher income families. 


Higher wages and salaries and rising volume of employment will result in 
increased consumption of. bacon, 


Generally speaking, the income of the household had a greater effect on the 
quantity of bacon used than the nationality of the head of the houschold. 


In Saint John pee nately 75 per cent, in Vancouver about 55 per cent 
but in Montreal only 52 per cent of the households used breakfast bacon. 
The small proportion of the Montreal familics using breakfast bacon large- 
ly accounts for the low annual per capita consumption of this kind of moat 
in that city, 
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In Saint John about 48 per cent, in Vancouver 43 per cent and in Montreal 
only about 24 per cent of the houscholds used Windsor bacon. 


In Montreal 51 per cent, in Vancouver 80 per cent and in Saint John 90 per 
cent of the houscholds used bacon of some kind during the year. In many 
families in Saint John and Vancouver there was a definite preference for 
one or the other type of bacon. 


Bacon was used, of course, at breakfast more than at any other meal but in 
the households where bacon was used it was served occasionally at dinner 
and at supper. 


There was little seasonal variation in the use of bacon for breakfast. 


In Saint John 58 per cent of the families preferred lean bacon, 8 per cent 
fat bacon and 21 per cent medium (mixed lean and fat) bacon; in Montreal 
54 per cent liked lean bacon, 15 per cent fat bacon and 6 per cent medium 
bacon; in Vancouver 31 per cent liked lean pacon, 7 per cent fat bacon and 
51 per cent medium bacon. 


Dislike of breakfast bacon because it is too fat or because of other 
charactcristics was the reason given most often by housewives in Saint John 
and Montreal for not using more of this kind of bacon. The cost of break- 
fast bacon was the principal reason advanced by housewives of the lower 
income familics in all three cities for not buying a larger amount of 
breakfast bacon, 


The cost of Windsor bacon was more important than anything else 
in limiting the housewives' purchases of this type of bacon in all three 


cities. 


Consumption _of Ham, Sausages, Cooked and 
Carned Meats end Poultry 


The annual per capita consumption of ham in Saint John was 4.7 pounds, in 
Montreal 9.8 pounds and in Vancouver 1.2 pounds. The principal explanation 
of the low average consumption of ham in Vancouver was that 82 per cent of 
the households used no ham during the year. In Saint John 42 per cent and 
in Montreal 41 per cent used no ham. There was a fairly close relation- 
ship between ham conswnption and income in all three cities. The higher 
sncome houscholds: used substantially more ham than those on lower incomes. 


The annual per capita consumption of sausages in Saint John and Vancouver 
was 4.8 pounds and in Montreal 8.2 pounds. There was no particular re=- 
lationship between income and consumption of sausages in the three cities. 
Sausages were used in about 77 per cent of the familics in Saint John, 
about 63 per cent in Montreal and about 62 per cent in Vancouver. 


The annual per capita consumption of liver and other glandular organs in 
Saint John was 3.7 pounds, in Montreal 2.4 pounds and in Vancouver 3.0 
pounds, These glandular meats were used in 62 per cent of the households 
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in Saint John, in 49 per cent in Vancouver but only in 26 per cent in 
Montreal. 


The annual per capita consumption of meats purchased by the housewives in 
a cooked form was: Saint Tchn 1.3 pounds, Montreal 1.1 pounds and Vancouver 
0.9 of a pound. About 23 per cent of the households in Saint John, 25 per 
cent in Vancouver snd 14 per cent in Montreal used moat which they purchased 


in cooked forn, 


The annual per capita consumption of canned meats was 1.5 pounds in Saint 
John, 0.2 of a pound in Montreal and 0.9 of a pound in Vancouver. About 
40 per cent of the houscholds in Saint John, 15 per cent in Vancouver but 
only about 2 per cent in Montreal used canned meats during the year. 


The annual per capita consumption of poultry of all kinds in the households 
interviewod in Saint John was 11.9 pounds, in Montreal 10.4 pounds and in 
Vancouver 7.5 pounds. There was a close relationship between poultry con= 
sumption and the income of the household. Persons in relief familics in 
Saint John consumed only 0.9 of a pound, in Vancouver only 0.6 of a pound 
and in Montreal 1.3 pounds amually, Consumption per person rose steadily 
with rising incomes until in the highest income group of familics it was 
31.2 pounds in Saint John, 24.3 pounds in Montreal and 20.1 pounds in Van= 
couver, Nearly 86 per cent of the households visited in Saint Jom, 70 
per cent in Vancouver but only 59 per cent in Montreal used poultry of some 
kind during the year. 
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